
Docket Item #5 
BZA #2023-00005 
Board of Zoning Appeals 
May 8, 2023 

Address: 1020 Duke Street 

Zone: CD, Commercial Downtown zone 

Appellant: Marc Greenberg, Duke Flatts LLC, property owner 

Issue: Appeal of a zoning violation for failure to obtain a certificate of appropriateness for 
a 100-Year-Old Building, a determination by the Director. 

1



S 
H

EN
R

Y 
ST

DUKE ST

D
U

KE ST

300

320

345

310

1019

1012

1022

1016

1023

1015

1021

1018

1017

1009
1011

1020

CD

CL

CRMU/L

¯
0 30 6015 Feet

BZA #2023-00005
1020 Duke Street

SITE

1020

j



Summary of Case on Appeal 

This case concerns the issuance of a notice of violation for the installation of inappropriate 
windows in a designated 100 Year Old Building at 1020 Duke Street. This alteration, which 
requires a Certificate of Appropriateness, is a violation of section 10-304(A). The appellant’s basis 
for his appeal are set forth in the attached appeal application and addendum submission dated April 
11, 2023. The issue before the Board is whether the issuance of the notice of violation was correct 
under the City’s Zoning Ordinance. 

Background 

In 1977, prior to being placed on the 100-Year-Old Building list, the property was surveyed by C. 
Richard Bierce, Historic Properties Coordinator. The survey includes a site map, photo of the 
building and the following information to demonstrate compliance with the listing criteria and the 
justification for listing. The justification is described as “Mid-19th century wood-frame 
construction of which few examples remain; façade re-surfaced with modern materials, sash 
replaced; bracketed cornice, repeated motif at entry; 2 stories; gable roof.” There is a note added 
to the summary that indicates the building is “Currently joined to modern bldg to west.”   

March 19, 1978, with the passage of Ordinance #2239, City Council placed the subject property 
on the 100-Year-Old Building list. This means that the property was rezoned to include the 100-
Year-Old Building zoning overlay protections. 

On June 7, 1983, the Planning Commission approved Site Plan #83-028, to construct townhouse 
style office condos which included an addition to the subject property. There have been minor 
amendments to this site plan, with the most recent being DSP#2020-00022 related to the use of 
1020 Duke Street and the designation of parking. Neither the original site plan, nor the minor 
amendments removed the 100-Year-Old Building designation from the subject property and show 
the outline of the building as “Ex. 2 ST frame’’ surrounded by other newer construction. 

On October 11, 2022, the Department of Planning and Zoning received a complaint about the 
installed windows, which resulted in the October 12, 2022 issuance of the notice of violation for 
the installation of inappropriate windows in a designated 100-Year-Old Building. This notice was 
found to have been issued in error and was rescinded on February 22, 2023, and a new notice of 
violation, the subject of this appeal, for the installation of inappropriate windows in a designated 
100-Year-Old Building was issued.

Discussion/Argument 

A. Standard of Review

The Alexandria Zoning Ordinance gives the authority to the Director of Planning and Zoning to 
administer the Zoning Ordinance. ZONING ORDINANCE § 11-101. Among other duties, the 
Director of Planning and Zoning is tasked with interpreting and enforcing the Zoning Ordinance. 
ZONING ORDINANCE § 11-102(F) and (G). 
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Decisions by the BZA on appeals “. . . shall be based on the board’s judgment of whether the 
director was correct. The determination of the director shall be presumed to be correct.” ZONING 
ORDINANCE § 11-1205(C). The “. . . appellant has the burden of proof to rebut such presumption 
of correctness by a preponderance of the evidence.” ZONING ORDINANCE § 11-1205(C). 

The Virginia Supreme Court has clearly indicated that “A consistent administrative construction 
of an ordinance by officials charged with its enforcement is entitled to great weight.” The Lamar 
Company, LLC v. Board of Zoning Appeals, City of Lynchburg, 270 Va. 540, 547, 620 S.E.2d 753, 
757 (2005) quoting Masterson v. Board of Zoning Appeals, 233 Va. 37, 44, 353 S.E. 2d 727, 733 
(1987). Deference to the interpretation of the person charged with administering the zoning 
ordinance whose role and expertise it is to provide the relationship between the zoning ordinance 
text and the local governments plan for zoning is essential in order to have a uniform application 
of the ordinance. See Lamar at p. 547. See also Trustees of Christ and St. Luke’s Episcopal Church 
v. Board of Zoning Appeals of the City of Norfolk, 273 Va. 375, 382, 641 S.E. 2d 104, 107 (2007).
The Board of Zoning appeals should only reverse the Director’s decision if “the board determines
that the decision is contrary to the plain meaning of the ordinance and the legislative intent
expressed therein”. Higgs v. Kirkbride, 258 Va. 567, 575, 522 S.E.2d 861, 865 (1999).

Additionally, under settled principles of administrative law, the interpretation given a legislative 
enactment by public officials charged with its administration and enforcement is entitled to be 
given significant weight by the courts. See Payton v. Williams, 145 S.E.2d 147 (1965). In Virginia, 
it is settled law that a presumption of correctness attaches to the actions of state and local officials. 
See Hladys v. Commonwealth, 366 S.E.2d 98 (1988). Such actions are presumed to be valid and 
will not be disturbed by a court absent clear proof that the action is unreasonable, arbitrary, and 
bears no reasonable relation to the public health, safety, morals or general welfare. See County of 
Lancaster v. Cowardin, 391 S.E.2d 267, 269 (Va. 1990); Board of Supervisors of Fairfax County 
v. Robertson, 266 Va. 525 (2003) (discussing the presumption of reasonableness attached to the
Board’s legislative acts).

Given the foregoing, the Board of Zoning Appeals should apply deference in its judgement 
regarding whether the issuance of the notice of violation was correct; unless the Board determines 
that the appellant has shown by a preponderance of the evidence that Director’s decision was 
contrary to the plain meaning of the ordinance and was made without reasonable basis.  

B. Analysis

1. Notice of Violation Issued

Section 10-304(A) of the Zoning Ordinance requires that for designated 100-Year-Old Buildings, 
Certificates of Appropriateness are obtained for alterations that are visible from a public street, 
way or place, this includes window replacement. The appellant did not apply for nor receive a 
Certificate of Appropriateness for the windows they installed.  Therefore, because property was 
designated by ordinance as a protected 100 Year Old Building and the windows were installed 
without a Certificate of Appropriateness, the issuance of the notice of violation was appropriate 
and should be upheld. 
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2. Other Issues Raised

Even if the BZA were to find that the notice of violation should be rescinded, its decision would 
be related to that issue only.  Meaning that the specific notice of violation would no longer be 
enforceable.  However, because the property was designated as a 100-Year-Old Building, the 
requirements under Zoning Ordinance Section 11-300 must still be complied with.  In other words, 
a new notice of violation could be issued related to the windows being installed without a 
Certificate of Appropriateness regardless of the BZA’s decision here.  The appellant himself even 
concedes to the applicability of Section 11-300 as he submitted an application for an administrative 
approval of appropriate windows on February 11, 2023.   

A decision by the BZA cannot rezone a property. See ZONING ORDINANCE § 110-1005(G). 
Once Council adopts an ordinance designating a property as a 100-Year-Old Building, the property 
is then zoned with both base zoning and the historic overlay zone (100-Year-Old Building 
designation).  This means that in order to remove the historic overlay zone from a property, the 
property would need to be rezoned through a public hearing process that would end with City 
Council making a decision regarding whether to rezone a property to remove a historic overlay.   

When Council adopted the ordinance rezoning the building to a 100-Year-Old Building 
designation, it was clear that the intent was to protect the portion of the building that was “[m]id-
19th century wood frame construction” (see sketch attached to ordinance).  This ordinance was 
recorded in land records.  Whether or not the building was subsequently readdressed or 
“combined” with another building that was constructed at a later date is irrelevant.  The site plan 
from 1983 makes this clear by showing the outline of the building as “Ex. 2 ST frame’’ surrounded 
by other newer construction.   

Further, given the foregoing regarding the process for rezoning property, the City records pointed 
to in the appeal cannot be and are not determinative as to the age of the structure.     

Building permit (BLD#2003-01504) was issued on July 7, 2003, with the project description 
shown as “Remove existing wood siding and corner boards to replace with James Hardie fiber 
cement siding and corner boards.”  As a part of the City review of the permit application, Historic 
Preservation Staff reviewed the proposal and found that the application was “Approved; bldg. 
constructed 1984, appropriate replacement in kind with HardiPlank siding.”  The documentation 
associated with the 1978 nomination for the property to be placed on the 100-Year-Old Building 
list notes that the building appears on an 1877 Hopkins Insurance Map and lists the approximate 
construction date as mid-19th century.  The Virginia Department of Historic Resources survey form 
for the property lists the construction date as circa 1874.  The survey of the building completed in 
1977 as part of the nomination process notes “wood frame construction of which few examples 
remain; façade covered with modern materials; sash replaced; bracketed cornice; repeated motif 
at entry; 2 stories; gable roof.” There is no record of the existing building being demolished after 
this 1977 survey, in fact, in 1981 the BAR denied a request to demolish the structure.  In 1982, the 
demolition of the southern section of the building was approved and an addition built in its place. 
Given these records, it appears that the 1984 construction date noted by Historic Preservation Staff 
in the 2003 building permit review was incorrect.  While there have clearly been substantial 
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changes to this building it should be considered to be an Early (Pre-1932) structure.  As such, the 
current guidelines for buildings listed on the 100-Year-Old Building list require the use of wood 
siding and single pane wood windows on the street facing elevation. 

Building permit (BLDC#2022-00527) was issued on September 13, 2022.  The scope of work 
indicated on Sheet CS002, titled Building Data, states “Convert existing commercial building to 4 
units apartments and 2 commercial units.”  The architectural drawings included in the set include 
existing condition plans, new plans, and a sheet of door schedules.  The Proposed Level 2 Plan on 
sheet A003 includes a tag on each of the windows that reads “3050E.”  This tag does not appear 
on the windows shown on either the Proposed Basement or the Proposed Level 1 Plan.  The Door 
Schedules sheet A104 includes a Window Schedule with one line that corresponds to the 3050E 
tag.  The window schedule describes the 3050E window as a vinyl, 3’-0” wide by 5’-0” tall existing 
egress window.  In typical architectural drawing conventions, a window tag that includes two sets 
of numbers followed by an E indicates an existing window that is to remain in place.  The note in 
the comment section of the window schedule further clarifies this by referring to the opening as 
an “existing egress window”.  This information is typically included in residential construction as 
the documentation of the size of the existing openings.  These drawings all indicate that no exterior 
work was to be completed under the scope of the permit and as such the reviews completed by the 
Department of Code Administration of BLDC#2022-00527 were only for interior alterations.  No 
exterior work was reviewed or approved.  Since the scope of the building permit was limited to 
interior alterations only, no review or approval was provided by the Historic Preservation Division 
of the Department of Planning and Zoning.  As a result, neither a building permit nor a BAR 
approval was issued for the replacement of the existing windows. 

Real Estate Assessments records related to the “Year Built” is information used by that office in 
determining the valuation of property and is dependent upon a number of factors.  However, it 
does not necessarily reflect, nor can it rezone a property that is zoned as a 100-Year-Old Building. 

None of the foregoing actions rezoned this property; rezonings only occur through a public hearing 
process involving decisions by both the Planning Commission and City Council.  ZONING 
ORDINANCE § 11-800. 

The notice of violation being appealed is dated February 22, 2023 and states that an appeal must 
be made within 30 days.  Thus, the appeal deadline was March 24, 2023.  Subsequent to the 
expiration of this deadline, on April 11, 2023, the appellant uploaded an “addendum” to his appeal. 
This addendum should not be considered by the BZA because it is not timely, as such it would be 
inappropriate for the BZA to consider the additional statements that the appellant makes related to 
due process rights and the lack of notice of the zoning for the property.   

Notwithstanding the foregoing and without waiving the timeliness argument, the City responds as 
follows.  The appellant alleges that his due process rights were violated because he did not receive 
notice that his property was zoned a 100-Year-Old Building, this seems to be an argument that his 
procedural due process rights were violated.  First, as a matter of law rezoning a property is a 
legislative act; therefore, there are no procedural due process concerns if the ordinance notices and 
hearing requirements were met.  Cnty. of Fairfax v. S. Iron Works, Inc., 242 Va. 435, 444, 410 
S.E.2d 674, 679 (1991).  There is no allegation by the appellant that the notice and hearing 
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requirements were not complied with related to the designation of the property as a 100-Year-Old 
Building in 1978.  Second, the appellant was treated similarly to all owners of property that are 
zoned with the 100-Year-Old Building overlay.  Once adopted, the ordinance designating the 
property as a 100-Year-Old Building is filed with land records, as was done here at Deed Book 
888 and Page 393.  Additionally, with annual tax mailings property owners are advised that there 
are historic protections for their property.  Third, if appellant’s argument was found to have merit, 
this would likely mean that many properties zoned with historic overlay protections (e.g. Old and 
Historic Alexandria District, Parker Gray District, 100-Year-Old Buildings) would be no longer 
have the historic overlay zoning if staff did not undertake an unidentified notification process for 
these properties.  

In conclusion, and given the foregoing, the issuance of the notice of violation was appropriate and 
should be upheld. 

Staff: 

Christina Zechman Brown, Deputy City Attorney  
Tony LaColla, AICP, Division Chief, Planning and Zoning  
Mary Christesen, Zoning Manager, Planning and Zoning  
William Conkey, Historic Preservation Architect, Planning and Zoning 
Susan Hellman, Historic Preservation Manager, Planning and Zoning 

Attachments: 

1) Notice of Violation letter dated February 22, 2023 (page 8)
2) Appeal Application and submission (page 12)
3) Addendum to Appeal Application dated April 11, 2023 (page 27)
4) Ordinance #2239 (page 31)
5) Register of 100-Year-Old Building located outside the historic district survey dated 

October 6, 1977 (page 83)
6) Site Plan, SIT#83-0028 (page 88)
7) Development Site Plan, DSP#2020-00022 (Minor amendment to SIT#83-0028) 

(page 90)
8) BLD#2003-01504 (page 95)
9) BLDC#2022-00527 (page 96)
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DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND ZONING 
301 King Street 

Room 2100 Phone (703) 746-4666 
www.alexandriava.gov Alexandria, VA  22314 Fax (703) 838-6393 
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DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND ZONING 
301 King Street 

Room 2100 Phone (703) 746-4666 
www.alexandriava.gov Alexandria, VA  22314 Fax (703) 838-6393 

February 22, 2023 

DUKE FLATS LLC 
5958 RANLEIGH MANOR DR 
MCLEAN VA 22101-2427 

Dear DUKE FLATS LLC: 

We received notification that the following alterations have occurred at 1020 DUKE ST without 
Board of Architectural Review (BAR) or BAR staff approval: installation of inappropriate 
windows. This property is a registered 100-year-old building as regulated in Section 10-300 of the 
zoning ordinance. City Council placed this building on the 100-year-old building list on March 19, 
1978 via Council ordinance #2239. 

These alterations violate the zoning ordinance, which requires a Certificate of Appropriateness be 
issued for alterations that are visible from the public way. Section 10-304(A) of the zoning 
ordinance states: 

“No building or structure subject to the provisions of section 10-300 shall be reconstructed, 
altered or restored unless and until an application for a certificate of appropriateness shall 
have been approved by the board of architectural review or the city council on appeal as to 
exterior architectural features which are subject to public view from a public street, way or 
place. Evidence of such required approval shall be by a certificate of appropriateness issued 
by the board or the city council on appeal.” 

You have two choices to remedy the violation. You may (1) correct the violation by installing 
appropriate windows that comply with the Alexandria New and Replacement Window

Performance Specifications in the Historic Districts  or (2) apply for an after-the-fact approval 
for a Certificate of Appropriateness from the BAR at public hearing; this requires a $135 filing 
fee. Full information can be found at www.alexandriava.gov/preservation.  

Please submit the application and filing fee online:   
https://www.alexandriava.gov/Permits 
Select “Get started with Apex” 
Select “Log in or register.” If you don’t have an account, create one. 
Select “Apply.” 
Select “Plans.” 
Select Board of Architectural Review (BAR) Certificate of Appropriateness Application 
Follow those instructions and upload the completed application and the requested documents. 
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In accordance with City policy, this letter constitutes written notification of a zoning violation.  
Within 10 days of the date of this letter you must remedy the violations or apply for a Certificate 
of Appropriateness.  You should note that each day a civil violation exists shall constitute a 
separate individual offense.  Failure to comply will result in the issuance of additional escalating 
penalties.  Both the homeowner and contractor are subject to this citation. 

Please be advised that this notice of violation, written order, requirement, decision or 
determination of the Director may be appealed to the Board of Zoning Appeals by any person 
aggrieved by the decision of the Director or any officer, department, board, commission or agency 
of the City affected by the decision of the Director within thirty (30) days from the date of the 
decision.  The decision is final and unappealable if not appealed within thirty (30) 
days.  Additional information regarding how to file the appeal may be found in Zoning Ordinance 
Section 11-1200.  The applicable appeal fee is $385 and additional information regarding the filing 
of an appeal, including the application, can be obtained www.alexandriava.gov/planning. 

Thank you for your cooperation in complying with this request.  

Sincerely, 

Susan Hellman 
Preservation Planner, Board of Architectural Review 
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I am appealing the attached notice of violation (issued October 12, 2022, rescinded, and then re-issued 

February 22, 2023), because it was issued in error by the Director of Planning & Zoning and Preservation 

staff. 

I am converting the upper levels of 1020 Duke Street to residential use under Building permit #BLD2022-

00527. 1020 Duke Street was built in 1984 as part of the DIP Urban Renewal Site Plan #83-028. The 

building had been vacant for approximately 10 years, and most of the windows were sealed shut. Our 

building permit requires egress, so we replaced the windows. 

Several of the buildings in the DIP Urban Renewal Site Plan have undergone similar conversions over the 

last few years and have had their windows replaced as we did - 1010, 1012, 1016 & 1022 Duke Street. 

These buildings were all built the same year as 1020 Duke Street - 1984. 

After we replaced the windows, we received the attached notice of violations(s) for installation of 

inappropriate windows in a building that was placed on the 100-year-old building list on March 19, 1978 

via City Council Ordinance #2239 (attached).  

The Director erred in this violation, because City Council Ordinance #2239 does not apply to the current 

building/structure at 1020 Duke Street. The current building/structure was not in existence in 1978. It 

was built in 1984, six (6) years after the Ordinance #2239 was passed, and is not 100 years old. The 

Ordinance only applies to the previous building/structure, which was built in 1874, was 100 years old at 

the time the Ordinance was passed, and was demolished 5 years later in 1983. The 1978 Ordinance 

makes no reference to the address (other than as a locator for the previous building) or to any possible 

future buildings/structures. 

I allowed Preservation staff into the building with the foundation and structural walls exposed as 

verification of the current building’s 1984 build-date. While the Director does acknowledge the current 

building’s 1984 build-date, he still believes that City Ordinance #2239 applies. The Director believes that 

the current building and the previous building are one-in-the-same, because: 

1) City Council did not approve the full demolition of the previous building in the early 1980s

during the development of the DIP Urban Renewal Site, though City Council did approve the

demolition of the rear half of the building.

2) The façade on a portion of the current building facing Duke Street resembles the façade on the

previous building (See attached photos).

The Director’s belief that the previous building and the current building are one-in-the-same is incorrect, 

because:  

1) Size, Shape & Use: The previous building was an 1100 SF, 2-story wood-frame residential

building. The current building is a 5300 SF, 4-story brick & composite Hardie-plank office

building (converted to mixed-use in 2022-2023).

14

BZA2023-00005



2) Public interest/records: Alexandria City public records list the current building’s year-built date

as 1984. This information has been in the public space, undisputed, for almost 40 years. During

this time, the property has been bought and sold multiple times in the public marketplace and in

the public interest as a 1984 building.

3) Taxes: The tax rate for new buildings is significantly higher than the tax rate for older buildings.

Alexandria City recognizes the current building’s year-built date as 1984 and taxes the property

accordingly.

4) Code Administration: Alexandria City Code Administration recognizes the current building’s

year-built date as 1984 – first in 1984 when the building was built, and again in 2022 when the

current building permit (BLD2022-00527) was approved.

5) Planning & Zoning: Alexandria City Planning & Zoning recognizes the current building’s year-built

date as 1984 – first in 2003 when it approved the Hardie-plank siding for the current building,

and again in 2022 when it approved the current building permit (BLD2022-00527) without

comment (I.E., “Exterior changes require BAR approval”).

6) Construction: The current building’s quality of construction (1984) does not resemble the

previous building’s quality of construction (1874) on either the interior or the exterior.

Summary 

The current building/structure and the previous building/structure are not one-in-the-same. City Council 

Ordinance #2239 from 1978 refers only to the building/structure that was in existence in 1978. The 

previous building/structure was built in 1874, was 100 years old at the time the Ordinance was passed, 

and was demolished five (5) years later in 1983.  

The Ordinance makes no reference to the address (other than as a locator for the previous building) or 

to the current building/structure, which was built six years later in 1984. The current building/structure 

is only 39 years old. It is not possible for a building/structure to be both 39 years old and 100+ years old 

at the same time. The current building is not a 100-year-old building and is not subject to Section 10-300 

of the zoning ordinance. Thank you.
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Previous building 

Year built: 1874 
Year demolished: 1983 
SF: 1100 (approximate) 

Stories: 2 
Siding: Wood 

Current building 

Year built: 1984 
SF: 5300 (approximate) 

Stories: 4 
Siding: Brick & Hardie-plank 
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City of Alexandria, VA 

Office of Real Estate Assessments 

301 King Street, Room 2600, Alexandria, VA 

Phone: 703.746.4646

You're logged in with MyAlex |  Logout

Translate

Detailed Property Description

1020 DUKE ST, ALEXANDRIA, VA

Primary Sales Comparables 2022 Sales & Other Transactions 2021 Sales & Other Transactions Tax & Fee Info

Account Number:   50415410  

Primary Property Class:   JR OFFICE BUILDING (489)

Map-Block-Lot Number:   074.01-14-02  

Study Group:   0886

General Information & Description

Owner Name: 

DUKE FLATS LLC

Census Tract:

2007.00

Legal Description:

LOT 503 BLK 4 DIP URBAN RENEWAL

Mailing Address:

5958 RANLEIGH MANOR DR

MCLEAN VA 22101-2427

Census Block:  

Explore in Parcel Viewer  

Assessment Information

Tax Status:     TAXABLE

Assessment Date Land Value Building Value Total Value

01/2022 $687,775     $663,291     $1,351,066    

01/2021 $687,775     $663,291     $1,351,066    

01/2020 $687,775     $734,400     $1,422,175    

01/2019 $674,289     $720,000     $1,394,289    

01/2018 $674,289     $720,000     $1,394,289    

01/2017 $674,289     $720,000     $1,394,289    

01/2016 $891,733     $720,000     $1,611,733    

01/2015 $810,666     $800,000     $1,610,666    

01/2014 $810,666     $800,000     $1,610,666    

01/2013 $648,533     $866,208     $1,514,741    

01/2012 $648,533     $866,208     $1,514,741    

01/2011 $648,533     $866,208     $1,514,741    

01/2010 $648,533     $829,263     $1,477,796    

01/2009 $648,533     $993,462     $1,641,995    

01/2008 $648,533     $1,018,467     $1,667,000    

01/2007 $589,575     $1,160,775     $1,750,350    

01/2006 $561,500     $1,105,500     $1,667,000    
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01/2005 $467,900     $1,063,200     $1,531,100    

01/2004 $389,900     $886,000     $1,275,900    

01/2003 $302,700     $718,000     $1,020,700    

01/2002 $275,200     $612,400     $887,600    

01/2001 $275,200     $570,100     $845,300    

01/2000 $275,200     $529,800     $805,000    

Sales Information

Sale Date Sale Price Grantor Grantee Sale Code Sale Ref. ID

04/15/2022 $1,025,000 1020 DUKE STREET LLC DUKE FLATS LLC A 220005814

05/10/1999 $865,000 DUKE ASSOC LP 1020 DUKE ST LC A 16991328

09/18/1998 $0 DUKE ASSOC LP J 16611162

05/12/1989 $0 Q 12751930

Land Description

Lot Size (Sq. Ft.): 4,587

Zoning: CD

Building Description

Year Built: 1984 

Construction Quality: GOOD 

Building Condition: GOOD 

HVAC: PACKAGE UNIT 

Building Type: OFFICE BUILDING 

Gross Building Area (Sq. Ft.): 5,292 

Net Leaseable Area (Sq. Ft.): 0 

There may be additional data for this property; contact Office of Real Estate Assessments for more information. 

NOTE: Building area is above grade and does not include basement area.

Date of Query: 7:41 PM on October 25, 2022

© 1995–2022 City of Alexandria, VA and others
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City of Alexandria, VA 

Office of Real Estate Assessments 

301 King Street, Room 2600, Alexandria, VA 

Phone: 703.746.4646

You're logged in with MyAlex |  Logout

Translate

Detailed Property Description

1020 DUKE ST, ALEXANDRIA, VA

Primary Sales Comparables 2022 Sales & Other Transactions 2021 Sales & Other Transactions Tax & Fee Info

Account Number:   50415410  

Primary Property Class:   JR OFFICE BUILDING (489)

Map-Block-Lot Number:   074.01-14-02  

Study Group:   0886

General Information & Description

Owner Name: 

DUKE FLATS LLC

Census Tract:

2007.00

Legal Description:

LOT 503 BLK 4 DIP URBAN RENEWAL

Mailing Address:

5958 RANLEIGH MANOR DR

MCLEAN VA 22101-2427

Census Block:  

Explore in Parcel Viewer  

Assessment Information

Tax Status:     TAXABLE

Assessment Date Land Value Building Value Total Value

01/2022 $687,775     $663,291     $1,351,066    

01/2021 $687,775     $663,291     $1,351,066    

01/2020 $687,775     $734,400     $1,422,175    

01/2019 $674,289     $720,000     $1,394,289    

01/2018 $674,289     $720,000     $1,394,289    

01/2017 $674,289     $720,000     $1,394,289    

01/2016 $891,733     $720,000     $1,611,733    

01/2015 $810,666     $800,000     $1,610,666    

01/2014 $810,666     $800,000     $1,610,666    

01/2013 $648,533     $866,208     $1,514,741    

01/2012 $648,533     $866,208     $1,514,741    

01/2011 $648,533     $866,208     $1,514,741    

01/2010 $648,533     $829,263     $1,477,796    

01/2009 $648,533     $993,462     $1,641,995    

01/2008 $648,533     $1,018,467     $1,667,000    

01/2007 $589,575     $1,160,775     $1,750,350    

01/2006 $561,500     $1,105,500     $1,667,000    
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01/2005 $467,900     $1,063,200     $1,531,100    

01/2004 $389,900     $886,000     $1,275,900    

01/2003 $302,700     $718,000     $1,020,700    

01/2002 $275,200     $612,400     $887,600    

01/2001 $275,200     $570,100     $845,300    

01/2000 $275,200     $529,800     $805,000    

Sales Information

Sale Date Sale Price Grantor Grantee Sale Code Sale Ref. ID

04/15/2022 $1,025,000 1020 DUKE STREET LLC DUKE FLATS LLC A 220005814

05/10/1999 $865,000 DUKE ASSOC LP 1020 DUKE ST LC A 16991328

09/18/1998 $0 DUKE ASSOC LP J 16611162

05/12/1989 $0 Q 12751930

Land Description

Lot Size (Sq. Ft.): 4,587

Zoning: CD

Building Description

Year Built: 1984 

Construction Quality: GOOD 

Building Condition: GOOD 

HVAC: PACKAGE UNIT 

Building Type: OFFICE BUILDING 

Gross Building Area (Sq. Ft.): 5,292 

Net Leaseable Area (Sq. Ft.): 0 

There may be additional data for this property; contact Office of Real Estate Assessments for more information. 

NOTE: Building area is above grade and does not include basement area.

Date of Query: 7:41 PM on October 25, 2022

© 1995–2022 City of Alexandria, VA and others
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Addendum to BZA2023-00005 

Dear Members of the Board of Zoning Appeals, 

I am submitting this Addendum to my appeal in the above referenced case to provide you with some additional 

documents that may be helpful in your deliberations. 

After I submitted my appeal, the Director and Preservation staff reached out to discuss this case and share the 

information relevant to their decision. I appreciated the outreach and felt the call we had on March 7, 2023, was 

productive.   It seems that the Board will need to make the ultimate decision, however, since this is a unique situation 

where records related to this property are, unfortunately, confusing and contradictory. 

As a threshold matter, I am only appealing the fact that I received a notice of a violation for installing windows that 

were deemed inappropriate after their installation. Going forward, I will comply with the requirements that the 

Department of Planning and Zoning have placed on the property.   

As I informed the Director and Preservation staff, I was never put on notice that my 39-year-old building was on the 

100-year-old list. Not when I conducted due diligence on the property, not when deciding to purchase it, not when I

closed on the property, not when I paid taxes to the City, not when I submitted the Site Plan amendment or

construction plans to the City for review, and not when the City issued permits approving the Site Plan amendment

and the current building permits.  It was only after I expended time and, importantly, financial resources to install the

new windows was I alerted to the 100-year-old designation.

When I shared this information with the Director and Preservation staff on March 7, they indicated that a Zoning 

overlay exists over the property at 1020 Duke Street that allows the BAR to regulate the property, regardless of the 

building or structure on the property. While Sec. 10-300 of the Alexandria Zoning ordinance (attached) repeats the 

phrase “buildings and structures” many times, it makes no mention of a Zoning overlay. The Alexandria Zoning 

ordinance does not seem to support the assertion that City County Ordinance #2239, which was passed in 1978, could 

be applied to a future building/structure, simply because it is a replacement of a previously demolished designated 

100-year-old building/structure.  I am attaching email correspondence on this issue, to which I did not receive a 

response. 

Regardless, due process is embodied in the statutory laws enacted to protect a citizen’s right to notice. I do not feel 

that due process was followed in this case in that first, I did not have notice that the building was on the 100-year-old 

list and second, that the decision to issue a notice of violation was not fair or reasonable under the facts and 

circumstances at issue here. Indeed, I am attaching an email with my Title company regarding their objective and 

reasonable opposing view.  

It is not reasonable for me to have known that my 39-year-old building could possibly be on the 100-year-old list. In 

failing to properly notify me, my due process rights were violated and have caused financial harm. Please take this into 

consideration during your deliberations. Thank you. 
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[NOTE: I received no response to this email/question] 

Re: Title insurance question for 1020 Duke Street, Alexandria VA 22314 

Hi Marc, 

Please see below from our abstractor: 

This particular property does not appear to be historical, certainly not of record in the Circuit Court (land records).  The 
Urban Renewal parcels were typically deemed to be blights upon the land, thus the “urban renewal” designation.  The 
building was built in 1984, hardly “historic” on any contemporary time line.  Maybe Alexandria City Hall has something on 
file for the subject property, but if I were a betting man, my educated guess would be that there’s nothing in that regard. 

Very Best, 

Sonya R. Morris 
Closing Manager 
10025 Governor Warfield Parkway, Suite 102, Columbia, MD 21044 
Office: 410-715-5810 
Email: smorris@rgstitle.com 
www.RGSTitle.com 

From: Marc Greenberg <mgreenberg12@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, March 22, 2023 12:44 PM 
To: Sonya Morris <smorris@rgstitle.com> 
Subject: Title insurance question for 1020 Duke Street, Alexandria VA 22314 

Hi Sonya. 

I have a question for Stewart Title Insurance. I want to inquire as to whether information regarding a property’s status as a 
historical site or on a registry of a 100-year old building is something that would be determined through a routine title 
search, or whether additional work would be needed to learn that information.  More specifically, I wanted to know 
whether the City of Alexandria would post that information in a manner that a title company could easily determine when 
conducting its due diligence before a closing.  

I'm attaching a copy of the title insurance policy. I don't know who to contact at Stewart. Is this something you can help 
with? 

Thanks. 

Marc 
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Sec. 10-300 - Preservation of certain buildings and structures over 100 years old outside the Old and Historic 

Alexandria District and the Parker-Gray District. 

10-301 - Purpose.

The City of Alexandria seeks, through the creation of 100 year old building lists, to protect community health

and safety and to promote the education, prosperity, and general welfare of the public through the

identification, preservation, protection and enhancement of buildings, structures, places, or features, together

with their landscapes and settings, which are over 100 years old, which are situated outside of the protections

afforded buildings or structures in the Old and Historic Alexandria District or the Parker-Gray District, and

which have special historical, cultural, artistic, or architectural significance. To achieve these general purposes

the City of Alexandria seeks to pursue the following specific purposes:

(A) To enrich the quality of life for city residents by protecting familiar landmarks and other treasured elements

of the city;

(B) To protect historical and cultural resources thus promoting tourism and enhancing business and industry,

as well as the quality of life of the residents of the city;

(C) To maintain and improve property values by providing incentives for the upkeep, rehabilitation, and

restoration of structures over 100 years old, in a safe and healthful manner, and by encouraging desirable uses

which will lead to their conservation and improvement;

(D) To educate residents and visitors about the city's cultural and historic heritage;

(E) To promote local historic preservation efforts through the identification and protection of historic resources

throughout the city;

(F) To encourage the nomination of historic properties to the National Register of Historic Places and the

Virginia Landmarks Register; and

(G) To assure that additions, landscaping, and related elements be in harmony with the 100 year old building

and its setting.

10-302 - Procedure for listing of buildings and structures.

(A) The city manager or the city council may from time to time submit to the planning commission a list of

buildings and structures to be considered for designation as buildings or structures over 100 years old and of

historical or architectural interest. Said list shall include the name of the owner, location of the building or

structure, the assessment map, block and lot number of the building or structure, a statement of how the

building or structure complies with the applicable qualification criteria set forth in section 10-303 and a set of

guidelines to be used in addition to the standards set forth in sections 10-105(A) and (B) in the determination of

whether a certificate of appropriateness should be issued in accordance with section 10-304 or a permit should

be issued in accordance with section 10-305.

(B) Planning commission hearing.  The planning commission shall hold a public hearing to consider said list.

Notice of such hearing shall be given according to the provisions of section 11-300.

(C) Planning commission recommendation.  After the public hearing the planning commission shall forward the

list of buildings and structures it has considered along with its recommendations to city council.
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(D) Passage of ordinance by city council.  The city council shall receive the recommendations and list of buildings

and structures considered by the planning commission and may cause an ordinance to be prepared for the

preservation of any or all of said buildings and structures.

(1) Said ordinance shall contain for each building or structure the name of the owner, location,

assessment map, block and lot number, a statement of how the building or structure complies with the

applicable qualification criteria set forth in section 10-303 and a set of guidelines to be used in addition

to the standards set forth in sections 10-105(A) and (B) in the determination of whether a certificate of

appropriateness should be issued in accordance with section 10-304 or a permit should be issued in

accordance with section 10-305.

(2) The city council shall hold a public hearing to consider the ordinance. In addition to the advertising

requirement in section 11-300 any advertisement required for said ordinance shall contain the name of

the owner of record and the address of any building or structure to be considered at the public

hearing. Further, notice of the time and place of such hearing along with the description of the building

or structure to be considered shall be given by mail to the owner of record.

(3) After such hearing city council may adopt an ordinance listing those buildings and structures which

meet the criteria specified in section 10-303. Any such building or structure listed in such an ordinance

shall be subject to the provisions of this section 10-300.

(4) After adoption of any such ordinance the city clerk shall transmit a certified copy of said ordinance

to the Clerk of the Circuit Court of the City of Alexandria for recording among the land records.

(E) Zoning ordinance procedures applicable.  In addition to the procedure for the listing of buildings and

structures for preservation and protection as set forth above in sections 10-302(A) through (D), any such listing

shall be subject to the rules of procedure for adoption of any amendment, supplement or repeal of any

regulation, restriction or determination of boundaries of zones.

10-303 - Criteria for listing buildings and structures.

In considering whether or not to include a building or structure over 100 years old on the list for preservation,

at least two of the following criteria shall be met:

(A) Is it entered upon the National Register of Historic Places as called for by the United States Congress in the

Historic Sites Act of 1935 and the Historic Preservation Act of 1966?

(B) Is it entered upon the Virginia Landmarks Register?

(C) Does it exemplify or reflect the architectural, cultural, political, economic, social or military history of the

nation, state or community?

(D) Is it associated with persons of national, state or local prominence or with events of national, state or local

historical significance?

(E) Is it a good example of local or regional architectural design or does it exemplify local craftsmanship, making

it valuable for a study of a period, style or method of construction?

(F) Is it the work of a nationally recognized architect or can it be attributed to a local architect or builder of local

prominence?

(G) Does it foster civic pride in the city's past or enhance the city's attractiveness to visitors?
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Revision #4: Lot 506A (1020 Duke Street) 
shall have four (4) accessory dwelling 
units, with 10 deeded parking spaces

4 A/C CONDENSER UNITS TO 
BE REPLACED W/ NEW IN 
APPROX EXISTING 
LOCATIONS.  2 A/C 
CONDENSER UNITS TO BE 
ADDED ON ROOFTOP NEXT 
TO EXISTING ROOFTOP A/C 
CONDENSER, NOT VISIBLE 
FROM THE STREET.

SEE OWNER PROVIDED 
DOCUMENTS FOR 
PARKING ACCESS.

03/22/2022

Minor Amendment
#4

AWB
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Unit Use Level(s) SF Bedrooms Offices Bathrooms

1A Office Ground 800 0 2 1

1B Office Ground 700 0 2 1

100 Residential First 800 1 0 1

102 Residential First 700 1 0 1

200 Residential Second 800 1 0 1

202 Residential Second, Mezz. 1,100 1 0 2

Total 4,900 4 2 7

1020 Duke Street
Alterations and Renovations

GENERAL NOTES:
- Scope of work: Maintain commercial use on lowest level and provide four (4) accessory apartment units

on the levels above, per 4-508
- Zoning: CD - Commercial Downtown
- Building area: 5,292 SF including basement
- Lot area: 4,787 SF
- Existing building: Built in 1984; 3 stories plus mezzanine
- No changes to existing interior stairwells
- Ground floor (commercial use) has separate exterior entrance from the Upper floors (residential use)
- No exterior changes
- Condensers to be replaced/added will be in the same location as the existing condensers
- 10 deeded parking spaces (Total required = 7)

Minor Amendment
#4
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1020 Duke Street

Duke Street side Parking lot side

Minor Amendment
#4
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Alterations - Office

37’

33.75’

[Duke Street]

[Parking lot]

Office

Office Closet
Office

Closet

Kitchen

Bldg. entry

Bath

Unit 1A
800 SF
19.5’

Kitchen

Bath

Closet

Unit 1B
700 SF
20.5’

Office

Alterations - Residential

Bldg. entry

38.5’

33.75’

[Duke Street]

[Parking lot]

Bldg. entry

Bedroom

Closet

Living/
Dining
Area

Closet

Unit 100
800 SF
19.5’

Closet W/D

Kitchen

Bath

Unit 102
700 SF

20.5’

R Living/ 
Dining Area

Bedroom

ClosetW/D

Bath

Kitchen

R

R

R

Minor Amendment
#4
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Entry

33.75’

[Duke Street]

[Parking lot]

Office/Den

Clos.

Living/
Dining 
Area

Bath

Unit 202
1,100 SF

20.5’

Kitchen

W/D

W/D
3’x3’

Clos.

R

38.5’

Living/ 
Dining Area

Kitchen

Unit 200
800 SF
19.5’

R

Clos.

Office/Den

Closet
Bath

Bedroom

Living/ 
Dining Area

W/D

Entry

Mech

Closet

Bedroom

Closet

20.5’

16’

[Duke Street]

[Parking lot]

Bath

Closet

MEZZANINE

Alterations - ResidentialAlterations - Residential

Minor Amendment
#4
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Excerpt from BLD2003-01504 
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Excerpts from BLDC2022-005527 
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Excerpts from BLDC2022-005527 
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Excerpts from BLDC2022-005527 
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